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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies,

Procedures and Rules for the California Solar Initiative, Rulemaking 10-05-004
The Self Generation Incentive Program and Other (Filed May 6, 2010)
Distributed Generation Issues

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE SOLAR ALLIANCE AND THE VOTE
SOLAR INITIATIVE ON PHASE 1 ISSUES

In accord with the November 9, 2010, Scoping Memo and Ruling of the Assigned
Commissioner and Assigned Administrative Law Judges, the Solar Alliance' and the Vote Solar
Initiative (collectively the Joint Solar Parties) reply to certain of the comments submitted on
December 6, 2010 in the above captioned proceeding on issues contained in the July 26, 2010
“Staff Proposal for Program Modifications to the California Solar Initiative Program” which
were identified in the Scoping Memo as High Priority Phase 1 issues.

L INTRODUCTION

Review of the opening comments submitted by parties on December 6" reveals a
significant amount of agreement on the manner in which the Commission should proceed on
certain policy as well as operational issues pertaining to the ongoing California Solar Initiative
Program (CSI). While approaching the issues from varying perspectives, what is evident is that
the investor owned utilities, program administrators, and the solar industry alike realize the
benefits of a well functioning CSI program and the need to assure the continuity in the gains

being made in solar installations in the state once the CSI program comes to a close.

! The comments contained in this filing represent the position of the Solar Alliance as an

organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any issue.



This rulemaking provides the Commission with the opportunity to modify certain aspects
of the ongoing program to assure that the state achieves the most benefit during its tenancy”
while also taking the first steps in establishing a post CSI world. It is with these goals in mind
that the Joint Solar Parties respond to certain of the earlier submitted comments.

II. SOLAR TARIFF MODIFICATION: VIRTUAL NET METERING AND BILL
CREDIT TRANSFER TARIFFS

A. Expansion of Virtual Net Metering (Sections 2.3 and 2.4)

San Diego’s Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) comments request that the
Commission explore a certain policy issue as it considers the expansion of virtual net metering.
As presented by SDG&E, “the fundamental issue is that regulation should provide protection for
customers who have no competitive alternative. In the case of NEM, a situation has been created
that does just the opposite. NEM requires those who lack access to a competitive alternative (i.e.
distributed solar), to subsidize those who have access to a competitive alternative.”® Based on
this purported lack of fairness, SDG&E asserts that “while VNM may appear to make sense for
low income multi-housing, SDG&E does not believe a blanket extension of VNM is appropriate
without a greater understanding of the potential socio-economic impacts.”* SDG&E’s argument
regarding the purported “inequities” in California’s net energy metering policy is misplaced in a
discussion on the value of extending virtual net metering.

Setting aside any analysis of the validity of SDG&E’s claim and accepting it at face

In approving the CSI program the Commission noted that the goals of promoting on-site PV were
to add clean, peak demand resources, to diversify the state energy portfolio, to hedge against fuel
price volatility, and to reduce the need for transmission and distribution additions. See Decision
06- 01-024, p. 4.

Opening Comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company Regarding California Solar Initiative
Phase I Issues, R. 10-05-004 (December 6, 2010) (SDG&E Comments) at p.3.

4 SDG&E Comments at p. 4.



value, expansion of virtual net metering will not exacerbate any potential socio-economic issues
related to customers who can take advantage of net metering programs and those that cannot. To
the contrary it will, if anything, assist in leveling the playing field. In short, it will allow certain
groups of customers who previously did not have access to solar to benefit from solar programs.
Such groups of customers include tenants in apartments, condominium owners, subdivision
housing and renters, to name a few. Indeed, by expanding the VNM program the Commission
would be doing the very thing which SDG&E requests — to “explore alternative methods for
incentivizing solar that benefit all customers as opposed to mechanisms that are inherently biased
to disproportionately benefit high use customers who may have greater access to capital and
financing.” VNM is one such alternative method.’

In this regard, the Joint Solar Parties whole-heartedly agree with the comments of the
California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE) supporting Staff’s recommendation to expand
VNM to all multitenant customers:

The goal of the CSI Program is to stimulate the adoption of solar and bring down

costs associated with distributed generation, and VNM enables the market to meet

these goals. Furthermore, all costs associated with the implementation of VNM

are being absorbed by the general market CSI budget. Due to CPUC code 780.5

and provisions defined in SDG&E’s Rule 19, there is an ever-increasing number

of multitenant properties that are individually metered. Installation of PV on

multitenant properties, whether new or general market low income projects,

presents similar economic and technical challenges. As we approach the post-CSI

era, it is vital for incentives such as the VNM tariff to be available in order for the

solar market to continue its growth and become sustainable. We would suggest

VNM be available beyond properties that are receiving an incentive through the
CSI Program.®

> SDG&E Comments at p. 4

Comments of the California Center for Sustainable Energy in response to the Scoping Memo and
Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges, and Request for Comment
on Phase I Issues, R.10-05-004 (December 6, 2010) (CCSE Comments), at p. 4



While PG&E has raised some logistical issues which will need to be worked through (e.g., some
rate schedules do not mesh with a net metering approach),” they should not be perceived as a
strict bar to the expansion of VNM. For the continued growth of the solar market in California,
the expansion of VNM should be viewed as a critical next step.

B. Service Delivery Point as the Boundary of Eligibility for Virtual Net
Metering (Section 2.2)

The Staff Report recommends that the Commission determine that the service delivery
point is not the proper boundary for the VNM tariffs for affordable housing projects. Rather,
Staff suggests that the Commission clarify that its use of the word “property” in D. 08-01-036
pertained to the entire affordable housing development, irrespective of its use of multiple service
delivery points. Most parties submitting comments on this issue supported Staff’s
recommendation. In contrast PG&E maintains that the netting of generation and load accounts
behind the service delivery point is the proper application for any ongoing form of virtual net
metering.® Specifically, PG&E is concerned that expanding virtual net metering beyond the
service delivery point may be inconsistent with California policy regarding movement of power
over an integrated network and contends that “in every other instance where the legislature has
provided customers with an opportunity to generate power at a given location on the utility grid
and seek to have that power consumed at another location on the utility grid, the customer has
been required to cover the costs of transmitting and distributing the power, and thus has received

a generation only credit at the point(s) of consumption.”” PG&E implies that an expansion of

7 Pacific Gas and Electric company’s Comments on Phase 1 Issues in the CSI/DG OIR, R. 10-05-
004 (December 6, 2010) (PG&E Comments) at p. 6

8 PG&E Comments at p. 3.

’ PG&E Comments at p. 4.



VNM beyond the service delivery point necessitates the changing of the credit provided VNM
customers to a generation only credit. The Joint Solar Parties strongly disagree.

VNM is not comparable to local governments installing solar at remote locations under
Public Utilities Code Section 2830, one of the examples provided by PG&E where the
Commission determined a generation rate was appropriate. VNM customers, even under the
expanded definition supported by the Joint Solar Parties, sharing the benefits of a single solar
installation would be geographically confined to a small area and not scattered throughout the
city and county. Any use of the distribution or transmission systems accredited to such
individuals would be minimal at best. To assess such customers with fully loaded distribution
and transmission charges could effect a reverse subsidy —i.e., VNM customers would be

subsidizing the distribution and transmission charges of other customers.

C. Bill Credit Transfer Tariff Option for All Multitenant Buildings (Section 2.5)

The Staff recommends providing multitenant buildings with an additional tariff option
that would allow a solar system to transfer bill credits denominated in dollars to one or more
benefiting accounts. While currently such tariffs (RES-BCT) are available for local government
facilities, the Staff’s proposal would expand such to all multitenant buildings. In Opening
Comments, the Joint Solar Parties supported the creation of another tariff option for multitenant
customers that have multiple delivery points and are not eligible for VNM, but noted that due to
certain deficiencies in the current RES-BCT it should not be used as a template for that new
tariff.!® CCSE agrees with the Joint Solar Parties’ sentiments. CCSE, however, offers a

practical solution to one of the deficiencies in the current RES-BCT —i.e., the CSI Program

Comments of the Solar Alliance and Vote Solar Initiative on Phase 1 Issues, R. 10-05-004
(December 6, 2010) (Joint Solar Parties’” Comments) at p. 6.



requirement capping incentives to the onsite load of the system’s physical location and not to the
additional sites where there is additional load. '' The Joint Solar Parties support this
recommendation.

Specifically, CCSE notes that Public Resources Code 25782, subsection 5 indicates that
a solar energy system receiving ratepayer funded incentives is limited to one that “is located on
the same premises of the end-use consumer where the consumer’s own electricity demand is
located.” If the word “premises” is interpreted to include multiple sites owned by a single entity,
then a system can receive an incentive according to the total load of each facility.'> While this
interpretation of the Public Resource Code would require a modification to the CSI Handbook, it
is not inconsistent with the express language of the statute and would remove a significant
stumbling block for a RES-BCT type tariff being a viable option for more customers.

On a related note SDG&E asserts that to the extent that the Commission determines to
proceed with a BCT option, it should await the resolution of the AB 920 proceeding to assure
that “any BCT option is, in fact, consistent with the Net Surplus Compensation program.”'® The
linkage between the two programs is not clear to the Joint Solar Parties. The Commission is not
under any directive to use whatever rate is ultimately determined to be appropriate in the AB 920
program in any to be created BCT tariff, or vice versa. There is no basis for arbitrarily tying the

two together.

H CCSE Comments at pp. 6-7.

CCSE Comments at p. 7.
1 SDG&E Comments at p. 5.
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III. GENERAL MARKET PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS

A. Project Inspections Process (Section 3.3)

In opening comments, the Joint Solar Parties agreed with Staff that the Commission
should evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the inspection program, including a review the
sampling rate. While not highlighting another aspect of Staff’s proposal in its opening
comments — i.e., that Program Administrators inspect all PBI systems — such a requirement
seems at best premature and at worst inconsistent with the Staff recommendation that the cost
effectiveness of the overall inspection program be evaluated.

In this regard, while the Program Administrators acknowledge Staff’s concern that it is
important to confirm that eligible equipment is installed and generating electricity they do not
agree that a requirement to inspect one hundred percent of all PBI systems is a cost effective way
to guarantee this assurance.'* The Joint Solar Parties agree. As noted by PG&E, project validity
and quality installation assurance can be verified through random inspections in addition to
validity tests performed on the production data as completed through the Measurement and
Evaluation (M&E) studies, which have currently shown that PV systems are generally producing
more than expected.” Or, if the Commission should desire a more targeted approach then, as
recommended by CCSE, the monthly production data received for payments can be used to
ensure system output is within +/- 5 percent of the estimated kWh production calculated by the

EPBB calculator. Projects where the data falls outside the tolerances or that submit inconsistent

14 See, e.g., PG&E Comments at p. 19; CCSE Comments at p.11.
13 PG&E Comments at p. 19.



data could then be inspected.'®

B. EPBB Metering Cost Cap Exemption (Section 3.4)

The Staff Proposal recommends, in part, that "the Commission should eliminate the
EPBB metering cost-cap exemption and require that all EPBB customers take PMRS service.”!’
The Joint Solar Parties, recognizing the importance of sufficient data to aid in program
evaluation as well as advancement of the solar industry in general, supported the elimination of
the EPBB metering cost-cap exemption and the recommendation to require that all EPBB
customers take PMRS service.'® In their opening comments, however, Grid Alternatives notes
that although this Staff proposals falls under the section of the report entitled "General Market
Program Modifications" and not the low-income programs, its adoption may affect the low-
income programs as well unless the proposal is clarified.'” As highlighted by Grid Alternatives,
nearly all PMRS technologies require some form of data communication link, such as high-speed
internet or cell phone service that many low-income families do not have and can not afford.*’
In addition, there may be ongoing services needs for the PMRS equipment. Given these
additional expenses which may deter participation in the low income solar programs, the Joint
Solar Parties support Grid Alternatives in its request that the requirement that EPBB customers
take PMRS service not be applicable to customers participating in the low income programs.

C. Payments for Performance Based Incentive Systems (Section 3.9)

The Staff Report raised the concern that administrative cost of issuing monthly checks to

16 CCSE Comments at p. 11.
17 Staff Report at p. 31.
Joint Solar Parties” Comments at p. 13.

Comments of Grid Alternatives on Staff Proposal on Phase 1 Issues for California Solar Initiative
Program Modifications, R.10-05-004 (December 6, 2010) (Grid Alternative Comments), at p. 12.

20 Grid Alternative Comments at p. 12.



CSI participants who receive performance based incentives (PBI) may be too high, especially in
light of the fact that small systems often generate minimal payments in any 30 day time period
and thus proposed that Program Administrator should have the discretion to pay solar projects
earning incentive payments of less than a certain amount on a quarterly or semi-annul basis
instead of monthly.?' The Joint Solar Parties supported such recommendation to the extent it
would actually save money and certain parameters were applied.*

In contrast, the Program Administrators do not believe that the Staff proposal would in
fact save any money and ‘““suggest an alternative solution to require that all systems less than

»23 The Joint Solar Parties do not

30kW receive an EPBB incentive, rather than a PBI payment.
support this recommendation. Receiving a performance based incentive remains an appealing
alternative for many CSI participants with smaller projects.

Moreover, while Program Administrators assert that “requiring all systems less than
30kW to receive an EPBB incentive would ensure that PBI payment processing costs do not

outgrow the administration budget, especially in post-CSI years,”**

they do not offer any
analysis of how much savings would be garnered from taking away what has been an attractive
element of the program for a large percentage of the smaller systems. Finally, the Joint Solar

Parties note that maintaining the incentive payment option for smaller projects would have the

programmatic benefit of securing data on these smaller systems and increasing the sample

2 Staff Report at p. 40.

2 Joint Solar Parties Comments at pp. 16-17.

= CCSE Comments at p. 15; PG&E Comments at p. 22; Opening Comments of Southern

California Edison Company in Response to Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges, and Request for Comments on Phase 1 Issues, R.
10-05-004 (December 6, 2010) (SCE Comments) at p. 11.

# CCSE Comments at p. 15; PG&E Comments at p. 22; SCE Comments atp 11.



population within the CSI program.
IV.  MARKETING AND OUTREACH PLANS

The Joint Solar Parties supported, with limited clarifications, Staff’s recommendation that
the Program Administrators file Marketing and Outreach (M&O) Plans via Advice Letter by
September 30th of each year which provided sufficient details on the actual activities that will be
conducted by each Program Administrator to achieve the Commission’s CSI M&O goals, as well
as the budget for each activity. In this regard, the Joint Solar parties noted that it is critical that
the M&O plans be monitored regularly for their effectiveness as well as the need to have regular
stakeholder input to assure that the M&O Plans are changing with the changing needs of the
program and that the limited budget is being used in an efficient and effective manner.>

In contrast, PG&E expresses concern over the advice letter process as it “may adversely
impact the PAs’ ability to implement our M&O plans if the Advice Letters were to be protested
and/or suspended.”*® Similarly PG&E expresses reluctance to present to stakeholders any thing
but a skeletal outline of the plan before its adoption. Thus, PG&E recommends “that the PAs
need only present the high level M&O objectives for the following year and not lay out the

" In essence PG&E wants to remove any meaningful

tactical activities at this workshop.
stakeholder input from the process. The Joint Solar Parties urge the Commission not to adopt
PG&E’s recommendations. Stakeholders bring a unique and differing perspective to the process

than the program administrators. As noted in opening comments, there are certain areas of

marketing and outreach on which the Joint Solar Parties believe M&O activities should focus as

Joint Solar Parties Comments at p. 20.
26 PG&E Comments at p. 28. See also CCSE Comments at p. 28.
7 PG&E Comments at p. 29.
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the CSI program heads towards its later stages. Stakeholders should not be left guessing as to
how the PA’s are intending to implement “high level objectives”, only to find out too late that

the PA’s M&O plans do not meet the industries or their respective customers’ needs.

V. PROGRAM BUDGETS AND RATE COLLECTION MODIFICATIONS

In addressing the current CSI budget constraints, the Joint Solar Parties agreed with the
***"Staff recommendation that, at a minimum, the Commission should seek an amendment to
Section 2851(e) of the Public Utilities Code which specifies that the total cost for the portion of
the CSI program supported by the customers of SDG&E, SCE, and PG&E shall not exceed
$2.1668 billion.?® Specifically, the Joint Solar Parties are recommended, consistent with the
Commission’s intent when it initially adopted a CSI program, that interest on customer
collections, as well as other monies collected through the program (e.g., application fees) be used
to increase the overall budget. The CCSE mimicked this recommendation, but added that “in
order for the forfeited application fees and interest funds to have an impact on the budget
shortfall, the Commission should revise the annual CSI Revenue Requirements schedule to drive
forward collection, i.e., increase the rate collection amounts in the next two years. This would
allow for the current interest rate to be applied against a greater dollar amount in the utility

2 The Joint Solar Parties agree with this recommendation. As CCSE

balancing accounts.
points out increasing the rate of collection amounts is warranted as the program is proceeding
into the latter incentive steps and projects are be incentivized at a much more rapid pace than

when the schedule was originated. These two steps of seeking legislation which would allow

interest as well as other monies collected through the program coupled to be added to the budget

2 Joint Solar Parties Comments at p. 24.

» CCSE Comments at p. 29.
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in addition to increasing the rate of collection so as to enhance the interest generated would not
increase the overall dollar amount collected from ratepayers but would infuse much needed
monies in to the CSI program.

Respectfully submitted this December 20, 2010, at San Francisco, California.

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI,

DAY & LAMPREY, LLP

Jeanne B. Armstrong

505 Sansome Street, Suite 900

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 392-7900

Facsimile: (415) 398-4321

E-Mail: jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com

By /s/ Jeanne B. Armstrong

Jeanne B. Armstrong

3326/010/X124958.v1
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heidi@sunlightandpower.com

HOWARD E. SUSMAN
hesusman@stoel.com

HAROLD HIRSCH
HHH4@pge.com

JAMES L. HODGES
hodgesjl@surewest.net



HUGH YAO
HYao@SempraUtilities.com

SUE KATELEY
info@calseia.org

IRENE M. STILLINGS
irene.stillings@energycenter.org

JACK MUELLER
jackm@calpwr.com

JADE JUHL
jade.juhl@sfgov.org

JOHN A. MCKINSEY
jamckinsey@stoel.com

JANET M. GAGNON
janet.gagnon@solarworldusa.com

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com

JASON JONES
jason.jones@tiltsolar.com

JIM BARNETT
jbarnet@smud.org

JOHN L. CLARK
jclark@gmssr.com

JACK CONWAY
jconway@paretoenergy.com

JEFF COX
Jcox@fce.com

JEANNE M. SOLE
jeanne.sole@sfgov.org

JENNIFER BARNES

Jennifer.Barnes@Navigantconsulting.co

m

JENNIFER PORTER
jennifer.porter@energycenter.org

JERRY LAHR
JerryL@abag.ca.gov

Julie A. Fitch
f2@cpuc.ca.gov

JOSHUA HARRIS
jharris@volkerlaw.com

JULIE K. HOFFMAN
jhoffman@goodwinprocter.com

JENNIFER HOLMES
jholmes@emi1.com

JIAN ZHANG
jian.zhang@gridx.com
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JIM HOWELL
jim.howell@recurrentenergy.com

JIM ROSS
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com

JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON
jig@eslawfirm.com

JIM STEVENS
jk.stevens@cox.net

JOE KARP
jkarp@winston.com

J KHUEBNER
jkhuebner@hotmail.com

JULIA LARKIN
jlarkin@us.kema.com

JAIMIE LEVIN
jlevin@actransit.org

JANICE LIN
jlin@strategen.com

JESSICA TELLEZ
JLTg@pge.com

JIM MASKREY
jmaskrey@sopogy.com

JAN MCFARLAND
jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov

JAY C. MCLAUGHLIN
JMCLA@comcast.net

JEFFREY M. GARBER
jmgarber@iid.com

JOHN NIMMONS
jna@speakeasy.org

Junaid Rahman
jnr@cpuc.ca.gov

Joe Como
joc@cpuc.ca.gov

JODY LONDON

jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net

JOELENE MONESTIER
joelene.monestier@spgsolar.com

JOHN PIMENTEL

John.Pimentel@FoundationWindPower.c

om

JOHN PROCTOR
john@proctoreng.com

JOHN GORMAN
Johng@ecoplexus.com

JOHN M. SPILMAN
johnspilman@netzero.net

JON FORTUNE
jon.fortune@energycenter.org

JORDAN RAMER
jordan@evconnect.com

JORDAN NEWMAN
jordan@tiogaenergy.com

JOPSEPH PERRY
Joseph.Perry@flexenergy.com

JEFF PALMER
jpalmer@solarcity.com

JAN PEPPER
jpepper@svpower.com

JOHN R. PITTS, JR.
jpittsjr@pcgconsultants.com

JUSTIN RATHKE
jrathke@capstoneturbine.com

JOSH RICHMAN
jrichman@bloomenergy.com

JOHN ROHRBACH
jrohrbach@rrienergy.com

JOHN M. STANTON
jstanton@solarcity.com

JOSE B. TENGCO
jtengco@akeena.com

JULIA A. SOUDER
julia@jasenergies.com

JULIE BLUNDEN
julie.blunden@sunpowercorp.com

JUNE BRASHARES
june@globalexchange.org

JUSTIN WEIL
justin@sunwatersolar.com

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
jwiedman@keyesandfox.com

JOSEPHINE WU
jwwd@pge.com

JOY C. YAMAGATA
JYamagata@SempraUtilities.com

Karin M. Hieta
kar@cpuc.ca.gov

KAREN LINDH
karen@klindh.com

KARIN CORFEE
karin.corfee@kema.com



KATIE BRANAGH
katie@sunlightandpower.com

KATHRINA FRITZ INTWALA
katrina.fritzintwala@utcpower.com

KATRINA PEREZ
katrina.perez@energycenter.org

KATRINA PHRUKSUKARN
katrina.phruksukarn@energycenter.org

KATIE AVILA
kavila@mac.com

KEVIN D. BEST
kbest@realenergy.com

KEVIN COONEY
kcooney@summitblue.com

KEITH DAVIDSON
kdavidson@de-solutions.com

KAREN DZIENKOWSKI
kdzienkowski@pvtsolar.com

KELLIE SMITH
kellie.smith@sen.ca.gov

KELLY DESY
kelly_desy@solfocus.com

KELSEY M. WALKER
kelsey@heatispower.org

KENNETH SWAIN
kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com

KEVIN ARMSTRONG
kevin.armstrong@sanjoseca.gov

KEVIN HAUCK
kevin.hauck@foundationwindpower.com

KEVIN T. FOX
kfox@keyesandfox.com

KIRBY BOSLEY
kirby.bosley@jpmorgan.com

KIRK MULLIGAN
kirk@NoElectricBill.com

KATE MERRILL
kmerrill@energy-solution.com

KAREN NORENE MILLS
kmills@cfbf.com

KRIS KIM
Kris.Kim@bloomenergy.com

KURT SCHEUERMANN
Kurt.Scheuermann@itron.com
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KIM NGO
kxn8@pge.com

LISA SHELL
11sb@pge.com

Laurence Chaset
lau@cpuc.ca.gov

LAUREN TETT
lauren@sunlightandpower.com

LAURENE PARK
laurene_park@sbcglobal.net

LUCY FUKUI
Igk2@pge.com

LORI A. GLOVER
Iglover@solidsolar.com

DONALD C. LIDDELL
liddell@energyattorney.com

LINDA FORSBERG
linda.forsberg@mountainview.gov

LISA BICKER
lisab@cleantechsandiego.org

LINDA KELLY
Ikelly@energy.state.ca.us

LIZ MERRY
Imerry@vervesolar.com

LYNN M. HAUG
Imh@eslawfirm.com

LES NELSON
Inelson@westernrenewables.com

James Loewen
loe@cpuc.ca.gov

Lisa Paulo
Ip1@cpuc.ca.gov

LISA ROSEN
Irosen@eesolar.com

LORI SMITH SCHELL
LSchell@EmpoweredEnergy.com

LUKE DUNNINGTON
luke.dunnington@recurrentenergy.com

LON W. HOUSE, PH.D
Iwhouse@innercite.com

MARK STOUT
m.stout@meridianenergyusa.com

MARC ESSER
marc@negawattconsult.com

MARCEL HAWIGER
marcel@turn.org

MARTIN HOMEC
martinhomec@gmail.com

MARY TUCKER
mary.tucker@sanjoseca.gov

MATTHEW B. WILSON
matt.wilson@foundationwindpower.com

MATT GOLDEN
matt@sustainablespaces.com

JOHN KILKENNY
matthew.kilkenny@skywatchenergy.com

MEGAN BIRNEY
mbirney@cecmail.org

MELANIE BURNETT
mburnett@edenhousing.org

Michael Colvin
mc3@cpuc.ca.gov

MEGAN CAMPBELL
mcampbell@opiniondynamics.com

MARC DAVIS
mdavis@barnumcelillo.com

MICHAEL B. DAY
mday@goodinmacbride.com

Mona Dzvova
mdd@cpuc.ca.gov

MARC D. JOSEPH
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com

MELISSA R. DORN
mdorn@mwe.com

Maryam Ebke
meb@cpuc.ca.gov

MARDI WALTON
MEWR@pge.com

MATT HELING
mgh9@pge.com

MICHAEL O. BROWN
Michael.Brown@utcpower.com

MICHAEL S. HINDUS
michael.hindus@pillsburylaw.com

MICHAEL MCDONALD
michael.mcdonald@ieee.org

MICHAEL TOMLIN
michael.tomlin@sce.com

MICHAEL DURDY
michael@ecoact.org



MICHAEL KYES
michaelkyes@sbcglobal.net

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA
mike.montoya@sce.com

MIKE KING
mike@ethree.com

MATTHEW KOBER
mkober@pyramidsolar.com

MARTIN MATTES
mmattes@nossaman.com

WILLIAM R. MOWRY
mowrysswr@cox.net

MICHAEL ALCANTAR
mpa@a-klaw.com

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
mrw@mrwassoc.com

Merideth Sterkel
mts@cpuc.ca.gov

Melicia Charles
mvc@cpuc.ca.gov

MEI TEI WONG
mxw8@pge.com

MICHAEL A. YUFFEE
myuffee@mwe.com

NATHAN ARONSON
naronson@fafco.com

NELLIE TONG
nellie.tong@us.kema.com

NORA SHERIFF
nes@a-klaw.com

NICK CHASET
nick.chaset@tesserasolar.com

NICK GOODWIN SELF
Nick@goodwin-self.com

NANCY FOLLY
njfolly@tid.org

NICK STIMMEL
NJSa@pge.com

NOAH LONG
nlong@nrdc.org

Neal Reardon
nmr@cpuc.ca.gov

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN, ESQ.
npedersen@hanmor.com
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NICOLE SANTOS
nsantos@solarpowerpartners.com

PAIGE BROKAW
Paige.Brokaw@asm.ca.gov

PAUL TRAMONTE
Paul.Tramonte@jpmorgan.com

PAUL DETERING
paul@tiogaenergy.com

PANAMA BARTHOLOMY
pbarthol@energy.state.ca.us

PETER THOMPSON
peter.thompson@solar.abengoa.com

PETER LE LIEVRE
peter@peterlelievre.com

PEARCE HAMMOND
phammond@simmonsco-intl.com

PAYAM NARVAND
pnarvand@energy.state.ca.us

PRESTON BOOKER
preston@sonomaenergymgt.com

PATRICK SAXTON
psaxton@energy.state.ca.us

G. PATRICK STONER
pstoner@lgc.org

RICHARD W. RAUSHENBUSH
r.raushenbush@comcast.net

RAFI HASSAN
rafi.hassan@sig.com

ROD BAYBAYAN
rbaybayan@energy.state.ca.us

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY
regrelcpuccases@pge.com

RENEE H. GUILD
rguild@solarcity.com

RACHEL HUANG
rhuang@smud.org

RYAN WISER
rhwiser@]lbl.gov

RICHARD S. FLOOD
Richard.S.Flood@jci.com

RICK RUIZ
rick.ruiz@zenviro.net

RONALD K. ISHII
rishii@aesc-inc.com

RANDALL J. LITTENEKER
rjl9@pge.com

ROBERT CHAN
RKCO@pge.com

ROBERT L. KNIGHT
rknight@bki.com

Robert Levin
rld@cpuc.ca.gov

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D
rmccann@umich.edu

ROBERT L. PETTINATO
robert.pettinato@ladwp.com

ROBERT J. TIERNEY
robert.tierney@utcpower.com

RONNIE PETTERSSON
ronnie@energyrecommerce.com

RYAN PISTOCHINI
rpistoc@smud.org

RICHARD R. KRIETE
rrkriete@earthlink.net

RENE SANTOS
rsantos@guardian.com

RAY SIADA
rsiada@guardian.com

RICHARD T. SPERBERG
rsperberg@onsitenergy.com

RYAN AMADOR
ryan.amador@energycenter.org

REN ZHANG
rzhang@cityofpasadena.net

SVEN L. ANDEN
sa@zeropex.com

SARA BIRMINGHAM
sara@solaralliance.org

ANNIE STANGE
sas@a-klaw.com

SHARYN BARATA
sbarata@opiniondynamics.com

SARAH BESERRA
sbeserra@sbcglobal.net

SCOTT DEBENHAM
scott@debenhamenergy.com

SCOTT SAREM
scott@everydayenergy.us

SETH D. HILTON
sdhilton@stoel.com



STEVEN D. PATRICK
SDPatrick@SempraUtilities.com

SUSAN E. BROWN
sebesq@comcast.net

STEVE ENDO
sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us

SEPHRA A. NINOW
sephra.ninow@energycenter.org

SCOTT WAYLAND, P.E.
sewayland@comcast.net

STEPHEN FRANTZ
sfrantz@smud.org

Scott Murtishaw
sgm@cpuc.ca.gov

SHANNON GRAHAM
SGraham@navigantconsulting.com

STANLEY GRESCHNER
sgreschner@gridalternatives.org

JOHN SHEARS
shears@ceert.org

SHIELA LINAO
Shiela.Linao@sce.com

JERRY JACKSON
Shoeless838@comcast.net

SIOBHAN FOLEY
siobhan.foley@energycenter.org

SANDY MILLER
smiller@energy.state.ca.us

SMITA GUPTA
smita.gupta@itron.com

ARLEEN NOVOTNEY
socal.forum@yahoo.com

SHERIDAN J. PAUKER
spauker@wsgr.com

STACEY REINECCIUS
sreineccius@gmail.com

SCOTT J. SACHS
ssachs@aalrr.com

STEVEN SCIORTINO
ssciortino@anaheim.net

SARA STECK MYERS
ssmyers@att.net

SKY C. STANFIELD
sstanfield@keyesandfox.com
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SHIN TANIMOTO
stanimoto@sna.sanyo.com

STEVE PECK
steve.peck@peachtreepower.com

STEVE SHERR
steve.sherr@foundationwindpower.com

STEVEN HUHMAN
steven.huhman@morganstanley.com

STEVEN MOSS
steven@moss.net

SUSAN MUNVES
susan.munves@smgov.net

SUZANNE H. EMERSON
susanne@emersonenvironmental.com

STACY W. WALKER
sww9@pge.com

STACY W. WALTER
sww9@pge.com

TAM HUNT
tam.hunt@gmail.com

TARA MARCHANT
taram@greenlining.org

TED BARDACKE
tbardacke@globalgreen.org

TOM BLAIR
tblair@sandiego.gov

Thomas Roberts
tcr@cpuc.ca.gov

TAY FEDER
tdfeder@lbl.gov

TIMOTHY LIPMAN
telipman@berkeley.edu

TERRY CLAPHAM
terry.clapham@energycenter.org

TERRY MOHN
terry.mohn@balanceenergysolutions.co
m

TOM HAMILTON
thamilton@icfi.com

TIM FRIGON
Tim@onlinecleanenergy.com

TIM MERRIGAN
tim_merrigan@nrel.gov

TIMEA ZENTAI
timea.Zentai@navigantconsulting.com

TIM LINDL
tjl@a-klaw.com

THOMAS MILLHOFF
tmillhoff@heliomu.com

THOMAS R. ADCOCK
tom@alcowater.com

R. THOMAS BEACH
tomb@crossborderenergy.com

TIMOTHY N. TUTT
ttutt@smud.org

Melissa Semcer
unc@cpuc.ca.gov

S. GARY VARGA
vargalaw@MBAY .net

S. GARY VARGA
vargalaw@MBAY.NET

WALTER GORDON
walter.gordon@sce.com

SHAUN YEAGER
warehouse@mohrpower.com

WILLIAM H. BOOTH
wbooth@booth-law.com

BARBARA GEORGE
wem@igc.org

WADE HUGHES
whughes@smud.org

WILL HAMMACK
will@solarroofs.com

WILLIAM R. MARTINI
william.martini@tecogen.com

WILLIAM L. SCOTT
wiscott@earthlink.net

Werner M. Blumer
wmb@cpuc.ca.gov

WON HEE PARK
WPark@FIRSTSOLAR.COM

ZACH FRANKLIN
zfranklin@gridalternatives.org

SUNFUND CORPORATION
PO BOX 3206
LOS ALTOS, CA 94024

STEPHEN A. S. MORRISON

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CITY HALL, SUITE 234

1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLET PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682



ENRIQUE GALLARDO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LATINO ISSUES FORUM

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, STE. 3D
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1051

ROBERT PANORA
TECOGEN, INC.

45 FIRST AVENUE
WALTHAM, MA 2451

GARY HINNERS

RRI ENERGY, INC.

PO BOX 148

HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148

ROBERT HANNA

RRI ENERGY, INC.

1000 MAIN ST SUITE 1100
HOUSTON, TX 77002

HOWARD GREEN

SUN EDISON

1130 CALLE CORDILLERA
SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673

ANTHONY BROWN

CHEVRON ENERGY SOLUTIONS
COMPANY

345 CALIFORNIA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SEAN HAZLETT

MORGAN STANLEY

555 CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

JAYSON WIMBLEY

MGR. OF ENERGY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL SVCS.

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY SERVICES &
DEVELOP.

2389 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

TOM ECKHART
CAL-UCONS

10612 NE 46TH STREET
KIRKLAND, WA 98033

MATT SUMMERS
ITRON INC.

601 OFFICERS ROW
VANCOUVER, WA 98661

PATRICK LILLY

ITRON, INC.

601 OFFICERS ROW
VANCOUVER, WA 98661

MELISSA JONES

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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